


















A DISSERTATION SUBMITTED IN PARTIAL FULFILMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE OF MASTER OF PROJECT MANAGEMENT (MPM)
DEPARTMENT OF MARKETING AND ENTREPRENEURSHIP 
OF THE OPEN UNIVERSITY OF TANZANIA
2020
CERTIFICATION





















































I am very grateful to my supervisor Dr. Saganga Mussa Kapaya; Head, department of accounting and Finance, The open university of Tanzania whose constructive criticisms and close supervision led to accomplishment of this research.  

I am also thankful to Mr. Hassan Charles the executive secretary for Mtwara society against poverty (MSOAPO) for allowing me to conduct my study using their projects beneficiaries and coordinating the whole exercise. I also extend my sincere gratitude to Mr. Twaha Bende for facilitating me with transport and supervising the data collection team which resulted to effective accomplishment of the research. 





This research assessed the impact of Donor-Funded Projects in Poverty Alleviation among Smallholder Farmers in Tanzania. The objectives were Assessing Food Adequacy, changes in Assets Ownership, Land Productivity and in Income Status. A descriptive cross-sectional research design was deployed using quantitative approaches. The study made use of both structured and open-ended questionnaires. Selected project wards and villages were used to obtain a sample of 90 farmers. Primary data was collected through structured interviews and observations to verify the results. The data were processed and analyzed using the SPSS software. ANOVA and correlation analysis were conducted and indicated that there were positive changes in food security, income and assets ownership among the projects’ beneficiaries but there was no significant changes in land productivity. The findings revealed both positive and negative changes. Negative changes included increased work load for women, reduced studying time for children and increased dependency syndrome among the farmers. The study recommends that DFDs should improve the managerial capacities of SHF through organizational strengthening of grass roots groups, train them on soil & water management and conservation techniques –hence improved soil fertility, support the smallholder farmers with relevant agricultural inputs and capital. This will improve their production capacity and hence increase land productivity.
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1.1 Background of the Study
Since the 1950s, the development agenda has been characterized by projects and programs aiming at improving the quality of life of targeted communities physically or qualitatively. Despite significant inputs of human and financial resources, many fell short of expectations as they failed to meet the priority needs of communities, failed to achieve stated outputs or, if achieved, not sustained; target groups did not benefit in the manner intended; project costs escalated and implementation dates slipped; and adverse outcomes were not anticipated (Bishop, 2001). 

In our country, the government of Tanzania and development partners, both local and international, have been supporting rural communities through various projects and programmes aiming at facilitating socio-economic development at household and community levels.  These projects have been in form of either financial or technical support. However, most of them have been facing challenges in realization of anticipated outcomes. Savoiu & Tudoroiu (2017) asserted that a successful project is a complex idea which depends on the satisfaction of the final results by the individuals involved, communities and the stakeholders. The changes brought by the project is defined by the perception of the partners or associated parties whereas the organization, planning, management and monitoring of the resources ensure achievements of the anticipated goals. 

It is argued that project failure is mainly caused by trying to take shortcuts. In order for the project(s) to succeed, it requires commitment, leadership, resources, skills, practices and tools. All these factors must be brought into an environment that recognizes the importance of project management as a mechanism of attaining the organization’s goal (Levine 2002). In most cases, the development agenda has been implemented in such a way that communities are only recipient of the support from external development agents or donors. Donnelly-Roark (1998) argues that agricultural development projects in Africa have predominantly followed the input-output development model, which assumes that a country’s economic and social development can be externally induced, ignoring the roles and effects that the project actors, internal and external influences bring to bear on the project process. 

However, such models have not brought about sustainable development because once the externally derived inputs are stopped, due to any number of reasons, the associated development falters. Sustainable development is now considered to be achievable only if participation occurs and beneficiaries become participants and actors in their development (Burkey, 1993). According to Oakley (2017), there is a direct relationship between peoples' active participation and project success which lead to the intended impacts among the beneficiaries.

This study examines the impact of the donor funded development project in poverty alleviation among the smallholder farmers in Tanzania. A desired result of this research is contribute to the management of the donors, governments, Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs), Community Based Organizations (CBOs) and grass-root organizations by providing practical recommendations and way forward on how to improve the projects management so that they can help to achieve the intended outcomes in both levels: donors, implementers and beneficiaries. In order to meet its goal, the study will concentrate on the beneficiaries and the project implementer, i.e. Mtwara Society Against Poverty (MSOAPO), with expectations that they will echo the recommendations to the donors both local, international and the government.

There are a lot of Donor-Funded Development Projects implemented in Mtwara region including by NGOs (local and international), CBOs and Civil Society Organizations (CSOs). These projects cover various thematic areas such as agriculture, youths, women, children, education, Human Immunodeficiency Virus (HIV)/Acquired Immunodeficiency Syndrome (AIDS), water and sanitation and advocacy. MSOAPO operates in 3 councils of Mtwara region, including Mtwara Mikindani Town Council, Mtwara District Council and Masasi. They implement several projects including Women Empowerment through vegetable production, HIV/AIDS, Youth and Women Development, Boresha afya (health improvement).

SWISSAID Tanzania implements projects on Ecological Agriculture, Marketing, Youth, Gender and Institutional Strengthening. Aga Khan Foundation implements Projects on Improvement of Agricultural Production on Sunflower Farming Value Chain, KIMAS implements Projects on Agriculture, Community Health and Youth, MAWODEA implements a project on Strengthening of Women Economy and MTWANGONET deals with various advocacy activities in Mtwara region. Some Other projects include Africare, Uhifadhi Mazingira Kazamoyo (UMIKA), Nanyumbu Development Fund (NADEFO), CARE international, PACT and Shirikisho La Asasi Za Kilimo Hai Masasi (SHAKHAM).
Despite all these projects, the smallholder farmers in Mtwara region still face various challenges such as low agricultural production and land productivity, low capital; poor farming tools/techniques, environmental degradation and shortage of food. This was also argued by FAO (2012) that the farmers in Mtwara region harvest lower amounts of produce per unit area compared to the average acreage productivity. “An average farmer in Mtwara region harvests 900 kilograms of maize per year from a one hectare plot. This is substantially lower than the national average of 1240 kg and the global average of 4916 kg per hectare”. This indicates that there is more efforts needed to improve the situation. 

1.2 Problem Statement
Donor Funded Projects over the entire world have both positive and negative social economic impacts. This has been explained by Mmuriungi (2015) – as due to lack of proper consideration of risks during project planning and designing. Madeley (1991) narrates that most projects are unsuccessful due to failure in meeting the priority needs of communities; failure to achieve outputs and if achieved are not sustainable. He also stated that the failure was due to target groups not benefitting in the manner intended, escalation of project costs, improper planning and emergence of adverse and unanticipated outcomes. 

For the Smallholder farmers to benefit from the projects, they need special consideration and treatment, especially when we expect the projects intervention to succeed due to the special common characteristics that undermine them such as small land size; limited capital access; high exposure to risk, poor organizations and low input technologies and market orientation (Chamberlin, 2008).  These are some of the important factors which should be considered when designing the development projects aiming at benefiting the smallholder farmers. 

In light of this situation, the study envisaged to investigate how the projects implemented by various actors can help to mitigate poverty among the Smallholder Farmers in the Mtwara region. This was done by assessing four variables before and after project intervention namely, household food adequacy status, change in assets ownership, agricultural land productivity and income focusing on MSOAPO in Mtwara region.   

1.3. General Objective
The general objective of the study is to assess the impacts of donor-funded projects in poverty alleviation among smallholder farmers in Mtwara region, Southern Tanzania. 

1.3.1 Specific Objectives
i.	To assess food adequacy before and after project intervention 
ii.	To assess the changes in the assets ownership before and after project intervention 
iii.	To examine changes in productivity per unit piece of land as a result of projects implementation
iv.	To assess the changes in income status before and after projects implementation;
1.4 Research Questions
i.	How many meals taken per day by the households before and after project implementation? 
ii.	What changes in assets possession by the project beneficiaries was caused by implementation of donor funded projects?  
iii.	What are the changes in land productivity caused by the project intervention? 
iv.	What changes in SHF households’ income status was caused by implementation of donor funded projects?

1.5 Significance of the Study 
Many projects have not been adequately sustained because of various factors, and thus investment in them has led to fewer positive results (Brauntigam, 2000; Knock and Rahman, 2004; Achary, et al., 2006). Hyttinen (2017) explains that failure of projects is very common and caused by varied reasons.  Project failures are all too common. The reasons for failure are wide and varied. Some common causes include lack of proper coordination of resources and activities; lack of communication with interested parties; poor estimation of duration and costs; insufficient measures; inadequate planning of resources, activities, and scheduling; lack of control over progress as well as lack of quality control which result in the delivery of products that are unacceptable or unusable.

In Tanzania, the public sectors as well as the private sector, such as farmers’ organizations have implemented innumerable donor-funded projects, particularly during the last decade. However, every time a project concludes, the concern on its effective implementation, corruption, mismanagement and sustainability are raised in the media.  This is repeated by the same story for subsequent projects without drawing any lessons from the previous exercise (Koponen, 2001; Marcus, 2005; World Bank 2011). 

The results from this study are expected to contribute to the available body of knowledge on understanding the management challenges facing donor-funded projects in poverty alleviation among smallholder farmers in Tanzania. The study will enlighten on the management challenges and necessary improvements required to enhance effectiveness of the donor funded projects on the rural community livelihoods and will be useful to the government (both local and central governments), policymakers and other development partners in making proper decisions on improving the livelihoods of the rural communities through effective implementation of donor funded projects. Furthermore, the outcomes from this research highlighted issues which are vital in ensuring sustainability of the DFPs. The findings will be useful to various projects’ actors, including project managers, staff, academicians, researchers and other stakeholders whose works impacts SHFs.

1.6 Scope of the Study




This chapter is comprised of conceptual definitions of key terms, critical review of supporting theories, empirical analysis of relevant studies and indicates the identified research gap. The chapter also includes analytical conceptual framework and chapter summary.

2.2 Definitions of Terms 
2.2.1 Impacts Assessment 
Impact is the long term result or outcome from an event or any activity that is reflected from the communities or people. In order to determine the results or outcome of an activity or event evaluation or assessment is conducted. David and Sharon (2009) explained that “Impact is any effect of the service (or of an event or initiative) on an individual or group. This deﬁnition acknowledges that the impact can be positive or negative and may be intended or accidental. When using this deﬁnition, measuring impact is about identifying and evaluating change. The essential element of impact is change: the ways in which individuals, groups, communities or organizations are changed through your country grant program; the results of the program”

Planning and designing of the project should consider the long term benefits to the beneficiaries. This means that the project is more sustainable when the impacts are well defined and planned for during the project preparation stage. The project impacts implies what different the communities are doing in development issues including agriculture as result of project interventions. Impact assessment entail examination of changes caused by the implementation of the donor funded projects to the communities. This evaluation is done several years after the completion of the project to determine the long term changes brought about by the project.  

Alburo and Koppel (1984) argued further clarified “It is believed that enhanced recognition of broader impacts will improve the relationship between project design and the achievement of national and regional development objectives. Impact analysis does not replace the usual forms of financial and economic analyses that normally accompany project development. It builds on and goes beyond those forms of analysis, however, by asking questions such as: What difference does a project make in the area influenced by the project? What are the project's indirect as well as direct effects? What, if any, are the project's unintended as well as intended effects? If we see a certain impact sequence for a project in one situation, under what conditions can we expect a similar project to yield the same sequence of impacts in another situation? The "outputs" of a project (a road, an irrigation canal) are the beginning for impact analysis: What difference does a road or an irrigation canal make? To whom? In what ways? Impact analysis is not a set of techniques, but rather a set of logics about the attribution of cause and effect in directed socio-economic change” 

2.2.2 Donor-Funded Development Projects
Donor Funded Development Projects are explained by (Gibson 2013) as the projects financed by the organizations or companies external to the communities or targeted beneficiaries. These sponsors can be government agencies or international development organizations. Assessments of the Contributions of Donor Funded Projects in form of impacts (both positive and negative impacts) have been the concern by various studies worldwide, in Africa, in East Africa and down to Tanzania. 

2.2.3 Poverty Alleviation
Eradication of poverty is more effective if the characteristics of the same are well established. Commins (2004) explained that it is possible to list the characteristics of the rural poor in an attempt to produce a more representative picture. He mentioned the following to be the main characteristics of poverty: Landless, High infant mortality rate, too little land, Low life expectancy, Family too large, Preoccupied with survival, Malnutrition, Low income, ill health, Irregular income, Isolated, owing to poor communication, Weak bargaining power and Indebtedness. 

Commins (2004) further explains that the first stage in the elimination of poverty must be the removal of the processes that perpetuate it. However, I argue that, in order for the projects to succeed in poverty alleviation among the smallholder farmers, they therefore need to apply all relevant techniques from the identification stage to implementation, monitoring and evaluation. This will enable effective participation of the beneficiaries and other stakeholders such as government to make the results more beneficial and sustainable. 

2.2.4 Smallholder Farmers 
Smallholder farmers have been defined by various practitioners most of which are based on situation, places and even agricultural zones where the farmers are found. In 2012, the department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries of the Republic of South Africa asserted that the word ‘smallholder’ is used interchangeably used with ‘small-scale’, ‘resource poor’ and sometimes ‘peasant farmer’. It further explained that smallholder farmers are those farmers who have limited resources as compared to other large scale farmers. They are also characterized by owning small sizes of land plots with size of one to two acres. It further explains that the SHF produce crops mostly for subsistence using family as the only labor force for production.  

In some cases the smallholder farmers have been explained by specifying the exact sizes of land plots they own.  Rapsomanikis (2015) mentioned specific quantity of land owned by smallholders in various countries and regions. He said that “Smallholder families live in farms which in many countries are significantly smaller than 2 hectares (Figure 1.1). In Asia, farms are very small. The average size of a smallholder farm in Bangladesh and Viet Nam is 0.24 and 0.32 hectares respectively. 

In Africa, smallholder farms can be relatively larger, but only marginally. Kenyan smallholders farm 0.47 hectares and in Ethiopia the average small farm size is 0.9 hectares. In Latin American countries, smallholder farms often tend to be over 2 hectares, as in Nicaragua where the average small farm size is 5 hectares. But this is not always the case. In the Plurinational State of Bolivia, small farmers cultivate on average, 0.89 hectares” Furthermore it has been explained that SHF are those farmers that own less than 2 hectares of agricultural land and that they own very few assets. Smallholder farmer is regarded as practicing mixed farming system and producing mainly for family use only. “These definitions all have a similar theme and concentrate on the basic characteristics such as constraints to land and labor” (Pienaar 2013, Machingura, 2007).

Unlike large-scale farmers, small-scale farmers do not have enough assets and negotiation power in markets to make the most of the current market conditions in Cambodia’s political economic context, even if irrigation systems are improved and they adapt different types of farming methods. The option for gaining more negotiation power and economic returns through agricultural co-operatives is also limited for them since educated youths tend to leave farming in Cambodia (Horita, 2014).

2.3 Theoretical Framework 
The impacts of donor funded projects have been assessed by various practitioners in different knowledge and setting. These theories have indicated that donor funded project can bring either positive or negative changes depending on various factors prevailing in the projects area. Ranganadhan (2015) pointed out that “Many theories have been put forward to fulfill the purpose of general poverty reduction, and in more specific the improved health, access to quality education, improved agricultural and livestock production, good governance, and many improved infrastructures”. All these explain the factors which when improved there will be eradication of poverty among the smallholder farmers. 

Alkire & Seth (2015) asserted that although there was there was an increase in agricultural funding for eight times from NGN 480 million in 2004 to NGN 3.7 billion in 2013 the level of poverty among the beneficiaries in that state remained high at 90.2% in 2013. In the research conducted by Mujungu (2015) indicated that there are positive and negative long term results acquired by beneficiaries from the projects. These were observed in the study conducted in Babati and Monduli districts in Manyara region where he used various qualitative and quantitative techniques. 

Some of the observed positive outcomes included beneficiaries being able to send children to school, their income increased, and increase in knowledge, MVCs support on various issues as well as improved social services like water supply, education, health, and nutrition. “Also Building new houses, improved livestock productivity increment and stopping Female Genital Mutilation (FGM) were observed to be benefit from DFPs. In addition to the positive projects outcomes there are also negative impacts such as increase the dependency syndrome among beneficiaries, limited creativity in the adoption of new knowledge and inactiveness in participation during development activities.

2.4 Empirical Review of Relevant Studies
This chapter assessed various related literatures that have endeavored to shade light on the impact of DFPs in poverty alleviation.

2.4.1 Impacts of DFPs in Food Security and Income 
IFAD and UNEP (2013) conducted worldwide assessment on the long term results obtained from implementation of donor funded projects in green revolution on Smallholders, food security and the environment. In the reporting workshop harmonized by UNEP’s World Conservation Monitoring Centre (UNEP-WCMC) it was found that Green revolutions had varied results worldwide such that impacts of government or donor funded extension officers brought more positive gains in Asia and in Latin America’s smallholder farmers and less in sub Saharan Africa.

This study is similar to this one in the fact that it focused on the impact of donor funded projects in smallholder farmers’ income. However, the research is different from my study in the fact it assessed how the donor funded projects benefited farmers under the influence of the green revolution whereas this study assessed the projects impacts on the basis of the management principles. Additionally the IFAD/UNEP study was done worldwide while this one was conducted in Tanzania and specifically in Mtwara region.

Horita (2014) examined the “Conceptual Frameworks of Aid and Development Effectiveness in the Context of Cambodia’s Agricultural Sector with a Special Reference to Japan’s Official Development Assistance”. Semi structured interviews were used and he noted that the primary and secondary research shows that aid effectiveness is also conceptualized as a way for promoting Japanese agriculture-related businesses in aid-receiving countries wanting to export agricultural machinery or want to expand their businesses such as food processing in Cambodia to achieve economic returns. This implies that aid effectiveness refers not only to social and economic development in aid receiving countries but also to economic returns to Japan from the use of ODA. 

This study is similar to this one in the fact that it explains how effective the project can be to the target population and that even the donors benefit from the relationship. The research focused on the economy of both general public and small scale farmers and also the study was conducted in Cambodia whereas mine focused small scale farmers and was conducted in Tanzania. Sikwela (2013) did a research in the Eastern Cape and KwaZulu-Natal provinces in South Africa to examine the long term outcome of the programmes meant to help farmers on access to agricultural markets. The research aimed at clarifying the roles that farmer support program play in addressing the income and welfare conditions and sustainability of smallholder farmers in South Africa.  

The study was designed to compare the two groups between the treated and control group to assess the impact of these programmes.  He used the “Propensity Score Matching” to assess the impact of farmer support services on smallholder farmers and the multinomial logit regression model used to assess the main determinants promoting markets access as part of an integrated econometric framework analyzing the complex relationships between households‟ asset portfolios, smallholder channel choices, memberships to organization, agricultural production, use of labor and external inputs, land management decisions, and income. 

Finally, results from these econometric models were used to link the knowledge gap, on the problems that SHF are facing in accessing the market for their produces and for improving their welfare in  access and improving their welfare in rural areas of South Africa. This study is somehow similar to this as it considered the same variables assets portfolios, agricultural production, use of labor, land management and income. However Sikwela focused on the impact of farmer support programs in farmer-market access.

Another research was conducted in Insiza District of Zimbabwe to assess the psychological empowerment of donor aided projects on rural communities. The study was grounded on the fact that in spite of plethora of NGOs implementing donor aided projects for more than two decades in this district, there has been no significant improvement of the socio-economic livelihoods of the beneficiaries (Moyo, 2015). With so much investment without plausible returns it was imperative to initiate the study that sought to discover the missing link that can make NGOs’ performance effective in the fight against poverty. 

The findings from this descriptive study were checked through interviews of beneficiary households, focus group discussions, questionnaire responded by NGOs’ staff who were implementing the projects as well as through the use of documentary reviews found that the donor aided projects are falling short of psychological empowering communities of Insiza District. This study also revealed that the majority of community members had neither influence nor control over donor aided projects and resulted into increased donor dependency syndrome and a consumption mentality among beneficiaries (Moyo, 2015). This study is similar to this one in sense that it focused on the impact of donor aided projects on socio economic development. However it differs with mine in the fact that it focused on the general rural communities in Insiza district in Zimbabwe while this specifically focused on smallholder farmers in Mtwara region, Tanzania. 

2.4.2 Impacts of DFPs in Assets Ownership
Mlage (2014) conducted a research in Morogoro district to assess sustainability of donor-funded community development projects in Tanzania referring to farmer groups’ investment Sub-projects. She found that sustainability of farmer groups investment sub-projects requires consideration and analysis of variety of factors which needs commitment of all stakeholders. It was recommended that the critical factors in ensuring sustainability is to facilitate and empower local communities so that they can plan for their development to ensure commitment and feel a sense of ownership, which will ensure  social, economic and environmental sustainability. 

The research is similar with mine in sense that it analyzed how the donor funded projects play role in poverty alleviation. The research results indicated that the majority (59% and 61% MFGISCMs and FFGISCMs, respectively) of respondents owned and cultivated land sizes between 2 and 5 acres with an average farm size of 2.3. This suggests that the FGISCMs respondents’ farm sizes were very representative of the general farm size situation in the study villages which is 3 acres. This reflects what has been reported by Mary (2011) that the Majority of farms owned by SHFs in Tanzania vary from less than one to three acres, with an average farm size of 2.4 acres. The research also assessed on increase in crop production, livestock production and increase in income. The difference is that this research was conducted in Morogoro district while mine was conducted in Mtwara region. The study also worked on farmers groups’ investment whereas this study worked on all agricultural activities dealt with smallholder farmers.

2.4.3 Impacts of DFDs in Agricultural Land Productivity
The Global harvest Initiative report​[1]​ notes that “productivity itself is not simply producing more food, or even achieving higher yields. Productivity growth - a measure of output per unit of input - allows more to be produced while maximizing the use and impact of scarce resources. Productivity growth in agriculture lowers the cost per unit of output, helping producers succeed in today’s competitive business cycle, and enables agri-food systems to provide foods for consumers at lower prices”.

The efficiency of land production determines how the farmers’ benefits from that particular land plot in terms of yield, time and labor. Herath (2007) explained that low land productivity causes low labor productivity. He connected the land productivity to the use of improved technologies such as better seed and improved plant varieties, soil nutrient replenishment systems and efficient water use. Low land productivity has a negative impact on agriculture production in the international competitiveness. 

Yabi and Afari-Sefa conducted a study in 2009 to assess the impact of 20 Development Projects on Agricultural Productivity in Benin. In this research they collected data from 120 rural households located in two distinct socio-cultural locales of Benin. They deployed an approach of 'with-without' impact evaluation using ANOVA and econometric regressions. Results revealed no significant differences of projects on Agricultural Productivity between participants in the two study zones. 

Econometric regression estimates showed significantly positive impacts on agricultural productivity for two selected project indicators in the two study zones. “However, the goal achievement index was more remarked in the Adja area, where the projects were found to have better addressed development problems and provided higher impact. The results suggest the need to improve management of agricultural projects to enhance their impact”. Likewise, objectives and activities of the projects should be oriented to deal better with development problems. 

In addition, the results show that the impact was strongly related to the locale where the projects were implemented. Thus policy implication, conception, design, implementation and monitoring of rural development projects should also include aspects related to capacity building of stakeholders such as: training, reinforcement of organizational and management skills, etc. These inevitably call for a combination of financial and technical support.  The study is similar to this research in a fact that it assessed the impact of development projects in agricultural productivity. However it differs in this study as it was conducted in Benin and involved farmers in general. This study was conducted in Tanzania and involved only smallholder farmers as respondents.

Yao-chi Lu et.al (1978) examined the effects of research and extension services in agricultural productivity growth. They argued that many factors contribute to productivity growth. In their examination they included observable and measurable variables in agricultural productivity simulation model. They hypothesized that productivity change mainly depends on the change in technology, weather conditions, relative factors and product prices and farm products.

The rate of change of technology depends on public and private research expenditures whereas diffusion rate depends on extension services and level of education of beneficiary farmers. This research somehow was similar to this however it focused on the effects of the services and technological support to Agricultural Productivity whereas mine focused on the projects effects on Agricultural Productivity. 

Jabbarm, et.al., (2011) conducted a research on the impact of an Agricultural Development Project on technology adoption and crop yield of resource poor farmers in Bangladesh and observed that after project intervention there was a net change in the crop yield by 8 – 21% in the project area. In order for the farmers households to benefit from development projects they need to be supported by the extension services, information and input supply to access better knowledge, technology and inputs to effectively use the available land, labor and capital hence improve productivity and food security. 

The international communities through projects and aids foster inclusive agricultural growth and better nutrition through research, transfer of improved technology, building capacity of local communities, institutions and business. Public Private Partnerships can be tailored to provide investments meeting the special needs of smallholder farmers, women, cooperatives and producer associations. Increasing and sustaining investments in agricultural research and development, (R&D), more effective knowledge transfer, training and extension services, expansion of rural infrastructure and access to finance for farmers, and value chain development” Global Agricultural Productivity Report 2016.

The current approach of development projects driving the national agriculture program is unsustainable and not the correct approach. It is clear that the lack of government funding has led to this scenario; however, this can be addressed through careful consideration of priorities and the implementation of robust strategies. “To get agriculture off the ground in Nauru, some funding (whether donor or local government) needs to be channeled into capacity building, both at the institutional and stakeholder level. It is envisaged that the sustainable development of the Agriculture Sector will come from the development of longer term programs. Projects should be viewed as a tool for implementing solid and carefully planned programs and initiatives. The program development approach will improve coordination and provide the platform for improving agricultural skills and knowledge, improved facilities, engagement of local farmers and sustainable financing” (Fa’anunu 2012).

Temu, et.al (2003) conducted a research to assess rural services, infrastructure and their impacts on agricultural production, marketing and food security in Tanzania. They assessed the relationship between rural services, infrastructure and agricultural productivity. They found that investing in education such as building quality human resources has positive impacts in increasing food crops production hence improving food availability at household level. Furthermore they reported that community development initiatives and cooperatives have direct impact on agricultural productivity. This study is somehow similar to my research however it differs in the fact that it focused on social services and cooperatives’ effects in agricultural productivity whereas this research focused on the donor funded projects and their effects in agricultural productivity among smallholder farmers in Mtwara region.

2.5 Research Gap 
In view of the above analyzed studies there has been limited research conducted in Tanzania regarding the impacts of donor funded projects in poverty alleviation among smallholder farmers. The issue is not whether DFPs are good or not but how they can work better for both beneficiaries and donors (Ritakou 2014). This study focused on the impact of donor funded projects in poverty alleviation among the smallholder farmers in Mtwara region. It is necessary to have special focus on how the DFPs benefit the smallholders since these farmers require special needs or treatment in order to effectively benefit from these projects implemented in their areas. 

Smallholder farmers have low capital hence limited capacity to adopt new technologies, small land size, and limited technology, rely solely in family labor and poor marketing information hence sell their crops at farm gate prices which usually are very low compared to production costs incurred. Due to these limitations it was important to assess how the DFPs are being managed to support them and how best they can be implemented to effectively benefit the smallholder farmers. 

2.6. Conceptual Framework 
Conceptual framework is a network or a plane of interlinked concepts that together provide a comprehensive understanding of a phenomenon or phenomena. The concepts that constitute a conceptual framework support one another, articulate their respective phenomena, and establish a framework-specific philosophy. Conceptual frameworks possess ontological, epistemological, and methodological assumptions, and each concept within a conceptual framework plays an ontological or epistemological role. The ontological assumptions relate to knowledge of the “way things are,” “the nature of reality,” “real” existence, and “real” action (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). 
The below conceptual framework demonstrates dependent and the independent variables in this research. Poverty alleviation among smallholder farmers is the dependent variable and the independent variables are the donor funded development projects impact parameters including income from agriculture, assets ownership food adequacy and agricultural land productivity. Thus, improved households’ income, assets possession, food adequacy and agricultural land productivity of project beneficiaries directly depends on the successful implementation of Donor Funded development Projects. 


Figure 2.1: Conceptual Framework Illustration
Source: Adopted from Ritakou (2014)


2.7 Summary of the Chapter
In this chapter the key conceptual terms have been defined. These include impact assessment, donor funded projects, smallholder farmers, poverty and poverty alleviation. Most of the reviewed literatures indicate that still the donor funded development projects are dominated by negative unexpected results hence more studies are needed to ensure that more positive results than negative are experienced by smallholder farmers. 

Additionally it has been observed that most researches have been conducted for general communities therefore more studies needed to provide insight on how smallholder farmers can benefit more from donor funded development projects. This is due to the fact that smallholder farmers have unique specific social and economic characters that affect their adoption of new technologies such as limited land resources, limited labor, limited capital due to indebtness and lack of diversified source of income. Therefore this study is sought to analyze how the donor funded development projects impacts on poverty alleviation among smallholder farmers in Mtwara region. 

From the literature review this research seeks to test the following hypothesis
H1: There is an improvement on the number of meals taken after project implementation.
H2:  There is an increase in assets possession by the project beneficiaries
H3: Project intervention leads to significantly changes in land productivity








This chapter presents methodology of the study. It covers study area, research design, sample and sampling procedures, the sample size, data collection techniques and data analysis techniques, variable measurements, and the validity and reliability of data.

3.2 The Study Area 
The research was conducted in project area where MSOAPO implements the Donor Funded Project in Mtwara region. It covered 2 wards of Mahulunga and Ndumbwe. The area has been selected given that it had farmers involved in farming activities and were been supported by MSOAPO project. The area was selected to represent other areas where Donor Funded Development Projects were implemented to benefit Smallholder Farmers in the Southern Tanzania. 

3.3 Research Design
A research design is the study structure that leads a researcher during research planning and implementation. It provides a framework of all the constituents of the research so that it provides answers to research questions that are valid and reliable. Furthermore it gives the strategies that are used by a researcher to formulate accurate, interpretable and objective information. In order to meet its objectives the study adopted descriptive design. Descriptive research design is appropriate for assessing associations or relationship between variables and the resulting data can be used to explain a relationship to the phenomena (Ritakou 2014). Quantitative approach was used to assess social and economic impacts of the projects to the beneficiaries. Donor Funded Projects implemented by MSOAPO were selected as an exemplary case study for this research. Mtwara district was selected due to presence of diversified smallholder farmers with varying economic capacities, social and cultural diversities as well as agricultural lands which brings good representation hence minimizes biasness on results recommendations.  

3.4 Sampling Techniques 
The total population was divided into several relatively small subdivisions which themselves were clusters of small units. This approach is in line with the definition of Adam and Kamuzora (2008) which deployed that it is the sampling technique that involve selection of the whole group from a number of available groups. Some of these clusters are then selected randomly and include in the overall sample. Hence the groups of respondents were selected and used as sampling frame in this research. Respondents were selected from their groups that were involved in implementation of DFPs managed by MSOAPO. Under this sampling technique a total of ninety (90) respondents were selected from their groups to establish the sample. The technique was very effective as it was time saving since the respondents were contacted through their groups. 

3.5 Sample Size
MSOAPO implement the projects in 3 districts of Mtwara district council, Mtwara Mikindani town council and Nanyamba town council. It works with 446 direct beneficiaries with about 2230 indirect beneficiaries. This study involved 2 types of population in the survey:  firstly, the farmers who are the ultimate beneficiaries of the project and secondly, the key informants which included government officials at ward and village levels. 

3.6 Data Collection Techniques
Data collection was carried out in March and April 2019. The permit for data collection was obtained from the Director of Research and Post Graduate Studies at the Open University of Tanzania. The study employed quantitative data collection techniques where structured questionnaire was used and consisted of close-ended-questions. Smallholder farmers’ questionnaire was translated into Swahili to allow for easy communication between researcher and respondents. Checklists were used to obtain information from key informants to validate the information obtained from the farmers. 

 3.7 Data Analysis Techniques	
Descriptive statistics as well as content analysis techniques were used to analyze and interpret the collected data and processed based on the research objectives. Data obtained from questionnaire was analyzed by use of computer software called statistical package for social science (SPSS) version 25. The study used various techniques of frequency counts, cross tabulations, means and percentage. 

3.8 Variables and Measurements









INTERPRETATION, ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS
4.1 Introduction
The study was set to investigate impacts assessment of Donor-Funded Projects in poverty alleviation among smallholder farmers in Tanzania. This chapter gives the summary of the selected statistics for comparison purposes. It provides comprehensive discussion on the impacts assessment of Donor-Funded Projects in poverty alleviation among smallholder farmers in Tanzania. Finally it presents the results according to the findings on the research objectives.

4.2 Characteristics of Respondents
The respondents were described in the context of age, sex, level of education, occupation and marital status. These are discussed in this section. This part presents the background information of the respondents who participated in the study. 

Table 4.1: Demographic Information for Respondents




Age 	18 - 25years 	21	23.33
	26 - 45years	53	58.9












Source: Researcher’s Field Data (2019
The purpose of the background was to find out the characteristics of the respondents and show distribution of the population in the study areas. Respondents were accessed from two wards of Mahulunga and Ndumbwe. The demographic characteristics of the respondents are characterized by categories such as gender, age, level of education, occupation and marital status.

4.2.1 Gender of the Respondents
The purpose of this question was to reveal the gender distribution of key players in the study area. Table 4.1 above shows that 76 (84.4%) of the respondents were female while 14 (15.6%) were male. The results imply that most respondents were women as people who participate fully in agriculture as opposed to men visited during data collection process. 

4.2.2 Age of the Respondents
Respondents were asked to indicate their age. The purpose of this question was to reveal age distribution since activities differ between different age groups, 90 respondents in a number of categories were interviewed as shown in Table 4.1. It represents the findings. The results indicated that 21(23.3%) of the respondents were between the age of 18-25 years and 53(58.9%) respondents were between the age of 26-45 years and 16(17.8%) respondents were above 46 years of age respectively. 

These findings indicate that majority of the respondents had an age of 26-45 years, this is the age of people who are energetic and still active to perform agricultural activities. It is the group which was reported in all two wards being responsible for ensuring their families meet their basic requirements on daily basis. This finding have corresponds to study conducted by Okwu and Loorka (2011) which indicated that people with the age between 26-45 years of age are very active in socio economic activities and responsible age group for production to earn for family wellbeing.  

4.2.3 Occupation of the Respondents
The respondents were interviewed to indicate their occupations. Table 4.1 shows that 89 (98.9%) of the respondents were involved in farming activities only whereas only 1 respondent (1.1%) had other income generating activities. The findings indicate that most respondents were engaged fully in farming activities.  They depend solely on agriculture source for their income and other needs for their survival. In significance to this study, respondents to this category had very insightful information on crops production since it was their main activity, even during Focus Group Discussion farmers declared to continue with agriculture as their major occupation. 

4.2.4 Level of Education of the Respondents
This study found it prudent for key players in the study area to identify their maximum level of education as it was thought that difference in the levels of education could yield different responses. Table 4.1 presents the findings. In that respect, the results show that 79 (87.8%) of the respondent reported to have primary school education. Very few respondents, 11 (12. 2%) had attended secondary school as well as non-form education. In fact, through cross-tabulation, as will be indicated in other sections, the maximum level of education hinged very much on the type of occupation. The results imply that most of the respondents interviewed were aware of the subject matter and had some knowledge on the subject matter. This was the reason for using questionnaire as a major tool for data collection.

With respect to this study the level of education has significant relationship with what people do attain a certain level of livelihood; some farmers opt to cultivate horticultural crops which are more beneficial to secure their livelihoods in an agricultural field. Any education level even that of primary school is influential in any type of an occupation a farmer opts to engage with since it gives capability to understand some of the important technological issues related to the particular agricultural production. Mohapatra (2011) argued that Education enables farmers to effective utilize the agricultural inputs at their disposal by increasing their cognitive abilities.

4.2.5 Marital Status of the Respondents
Respondents were also asked to indicate whether they are single, married or divorced. Table 4.1 shows that 60 respondents (66.7%) were married whilst 24 respondents (26.7%) were single and 6 respondents only (6.7%) were divorced. The findings indicate that most respondents had a family and both were involved in farming activities indicating that they used the family as source of labor for the agricultural activities to earn their income and food. 

4.3 Findings as per Study Objectives 
The researcher used survey data to test and study relationships between variables (Johnson, 1998). In order to achieve the research goal, tentative statements called research objectives were used. The research was conducted in two wards of Mahulunga and Ndumbwe in Mtwara District whose findings, analysis and results discussions are presented hereunder: 

4.3.1 Food Adequacy Before and After Project Intervention 
Based on the first research objective which determined the extent of food adequacy before and after project intervention; respondents were asked to give their views on the status of food adequacy change before and after project intervention in their households. Table 4.2 provides the findings, analysis and discussion;







Source: Researcher`s Field Data (2019)


Table 4.2 shows that 49 respondents (54.4%) mentioned that food adequacy after MSOAPO interventions has increased tremendously while 34 farmers which is 37.8% of the respondents reported that food adequacy is moderate and 7(7.8%) respondents declared that food adequacy after MSOAPO intervention is still low. These findings confirm the previous studies conducted by Heemskerk (2009) who stated that donor funded projects have higher impacts on the life of people and more sustainable when local beneficiaries and stakeholders are properly engaged.

4.3.1.1 Cows Owned per Household
Respondents were asked to state the trend of cattle ownership by their households. Table 4.3 presents the findings.





Source: Researcher’s Field Data (2019)


The Table 4.3 indicates that most of the respondents (85.6%) own at most 1 to 5 cows for milk and meat whereas 13 (14.4%) respondents own 6-10 cows per household. These findings indicate that majority of the respondents (85.6%) owned 1-5 cows per household.

Table 4.4: Goats owned per Household
	Frequency	Percent
1-10 goats	60	66.7
11 and more goats	30	33.3
Total	90	100.0
Source: Researcher’s Field Data (2019)

Table 4.4 shows that 60 (66.7%) of the respondents in Mtwara region own 1-10 goats per household whereas 30 respondents (33.3%) only reported to own more than 11 goats per household. The findings indicate that the major reasons for food adequacy per household is probably the mix of different crops cultivated and keeping livestock including goats to satisfy the house hold income. The farmers also testified that they practice mixed farming to benefit from the manures which are used to fertilize their farms hence obtain more harvests. 

4.3.1.2 Chicken owned per Household
Respondents were asked to state the number of chickens owned in their HH. The following Table 4.5 presents the findings.






Source: Researcher’s Field Data (2019)


Table 4.5 shows that 73 respondents (81.1%) own 1-10 chickens per household while 15 respondents (16.7%) reported to own between 11-20 chicken per HH and only 2 respondents (2.2%) said they owned more than 21chickens per household. Increasing number of people who owns livestock per house household after MSOAPO interventions indicates the impact of the project to beneficiaries at stake.






Source: Researcher’s Field Data (2019)

Table 4.6 shows that 36 respondents (40%) declared that they receive only 1 meal per day and 54 farmers which is 60% of the respondents said that they manage to have 2 or more meals per day which is good sign of food security in the household.









Source: Researcher’s Field Data (2019)
Table 4.8: Analysis of Variance One 




a. Dependent Variable: Poverty Alleviation
b. Predictors: (Constant), Food Security
Source: Researcher’s Field Data (2019)


Table 4.8 reveals that since p>0.05 at F=1.154, the researcher concluded that there is positive significant difference between change in food security in the family before and after the project intervention and poverty alleviation in Mtwara region. The correlations between food security and poverty alleviation are 0.114 as indicated in Table 4.8 above. This implies that there has been the change in food security status in the beneficiaries’ households there a positive significant change in poverty alleviation among the project beneficiaries’ households in Mtwara region.

4.3.2 Changes in the Assets Ownership before and After Project Intervention
This was the second objective of the study and was concerned in determining the changes in the assets ownership among project beneficiaries before and after project intervention. Respondents were asked to give their views on the status of the assets they owned after project intervention. The assets ownership by families promotes economic growth, social and psychological well-being of low income individuals in ways that income alone cannot. They need both income and assets to attain sustainable financial status and be able to exploit opportunity available for them (Sherraden 1991). 

The following sub sections provide the findings, analysis and discussion in the context of the subject matter in line of quality of the houses motorcycle ownership by the projects beneficiaries.

4.3.2.1 Bricks Built Houses Owned after MSOAPO
Respondents were asked to state whether the ownership in the houses constructed by bricks increased after MSOAPO project intervention or not. The following Table 4.9 presents the findings.






Source: Researcher’s Field Data (2019)


Table 4.9 shows that currently, 57 respondents (63.3%) have house built by bricks and 33 (36.7%) have houses built using other materials such as mud or grasses. Majority of respondents indicated to own houses built by use of bricks compared to times before MSOAPO. This implies that MSOAPO project has brought some positive changes to the lives of people in Mtwara region






Source: Researcher’s Field Data (2019)


Table 4.10 shows that 69 farmers comprising of 76.7% of the respondents in declared that they own houses roofed with iron sheets as opposed to 21respondents (23.3%) who reported that they had their houses roofed with iron sheets even before MSOAPO. These findings imply that more farmers benefited from MSOAPO project in this particular aspect. 

4.3.2.2 Motorcycle Ownership
Respondents were asked to state the current status in motorcycle ownership. The following Table 4.11 presents the findings.






Source: Researcher’s Field Data (2019)

Table 4.11 shows that 64 (71.1%) of the respondents in research area reported to own motor cycle as a means of transport and bought them after they were engaged with MSOAPO project. However, 26 respondents (28.9%) were not clear whether motorcycle which they own were bought because of MSOAPO project. Generally, majority of respondents admitted to have benefited from MSOAPO project.









Source: Researcher’s Field Data (2019)
Table 4.13: Analysis of Variance Two




a. Dependent Variable: Poverty Alleviation
b. Predictors: (Constant), Asset ownership
Source: Researcher’s Field Data (2019)


Table 4.13 reveals that since p<0.05 at F=0.593 the researcher conclude that there is significant positive association between assets ownership and poverty alleviation among project beneficiaries in Mtwara region. The correlations between assets ownership and poverty alleviation is 0.082 as indicated in Table 4.14 above. Hence this ascertain that the increase in assets ownership by the smallholder farmers in the project area is associated or related to significant poverty alleviation among the project beneficiaries. 

4.3.3 Changes in Productivity per Unit Piece of Land as a Result of Projects Implementation
The third objective of the study was concerned with assessing the changes in productivity per unit land as a result of project implementation. The objective assessed the performance of few selected crops both field and horticultural to determine agricultural land productivity before and after implementation of the MSOAPO projects. The crops included maize, groundnuts pigeon pea, rice and vegetables. 

4.3.3.1 Maize Production per Acre 
Respondents were asked to state the maize production capacity per acre. The following Table summarizes the findings.





Source: Researcher’s Field Data (2019)


Table 4.14 shows that 76 (84.4%) of the respondents indicated that they harvest 1-5 sacks of maize per acre and 14 (15.6%) of the respondents declared that they produce 6-10 sacks of maize per hector. That data indicate that maize production per acre for the majority of respondents (84.4%) were still as low as 1-5 sacks of maize per acre.







Source: Researcher’s Field Data (2019)

Table 4.15 shows that 70 (77.8%) of the respondents in Mtwara region affirmed that they produced 1-5 sacks of groundnuts per acre whilst 19 (21.1%) of the respondents said that they produced 6-10 sacks of groundnuts per acre and 1(1.1%) admitted that they produced more than 11 sacks of groundnuts per acre. The findings indicate that 78% of respondents falling under 1-5 sacks category are producing groundnuts per acre. This is the significant number of farmers in Mtwara region.
4.3.3.2 Vegetables Production per Area
Respondents were requested to state the vegetable production status per acre. The following Table 4.16 presents the findings.







Source: Researcher’s Field Data (2019)


Table 4.16 shows that 46 (51.1%) of the respondents in Mtwara region indicate that they producing 1-5 cases of vegetables per quarter an acre while 38 (42.2%) of the respondents said that 6-10 cases of vegetables were produced in the same sized area and only 6 respondents (6.7%) declared that they produce more than 11 cases of vegetables per same area. Majority of the respondents (51%) indicated that they produced less than 5 cases of vegetables per quarter an acre.






Source: Researcher’s Field Data (2019)


Table 4.17 above shows that 75(83.3%) of the respondents in Mtwara region declared that they harvest 1-5 sacks of pigeon pea per acre and only 15 (16.7%) of the respondents reported to harvest 6-10 sacks per acre. The findings indicate that more farmers in Mtwara district still produced as low as lower as 5 sacks of pigeon pea per acre. 

4.3.3.3 Rice Harvested Per Acre
Respondents were asked to state the trend of rice production over 5 years in Mtwara district. The following Table 4.18 presents the findings.






Source: Researcher’s Field Data (2019)

Table 4.18 above shows that 69 respondents (76.7%) declared that they harvest 1-5 sacks of rice per acre while 21 respondents (23.3%) harvested 6-10 sacks of rice per acre.

4.3.3.4 Agricultural Performance






Source: Researcher’s Field Data (2019)


Table 4.19 shows that 35 respondents (38.9%) indicate that they have currently observed higher performance in agriculture compared to the time before MSOAPO while 43 respondents (47.8%) indicated moderate performance and only 12 respondents (13.3%) stated low agricultural performance. Generally, 78 (86.7%) of respondents across wards in Mtwara region indicate better agricultural performance. 









Source: Researcher’s Field Data (2019)


Table 4.21: Analysis of Variance Three




a. Dependent Variable: Poverty Alleviation
b. Predictors: (Constant), Land owned
Source: Researcher’s Field Data (2019)


Table 4.21 reveals that since p>0.05 at F=0.139, the researcher concluded that there is no significant difference between land owned in the family and poverty alleviation in Mtwara region. The correlations between land owned and poverty alleviation is 0.040 as indicated in Table 4.20. Therefore it is concluded that the land ownership in the project area does not signify the level of poverty status among the project beneficiaries and that crop production per unit area has no significant increase even after project implementation.

4.3.4 Changes in Income Status before and After Projects Implementation
Recall that the fourth objective was concerned with assessment of change in income status after projects implementation. The following Table 4.22 provides the findings, analysis and discussion in the context of the subject matter;
Table 4.22: Income from Agriculture
Income status	Frequency	Percent
Increased after MSOAPO	77	85.6
No significant change 	13	14.4
Total	90	100.0
Source: Researcher’s Field Data (2019)


Table 4.22 shows that 77 respondents (85.6%) affirmed that their income increased significantly after MSOAPO project intervention and 13(14.4%) respondents admitted that MSOAPO project has changed their life but not significantly. 

4.3.4.1 Access to Loan






Source: Researcher’s Field Data (2019)


Table 4.23 shows that 22 respondents (24.4%) indicate that they had more access to loan facilities for agriculture while 49 respondents (54.4%) indicate moderate access and only 19 respondents (21.1%) had low access to loan services. Generally, 71(78.8%) of respondents across wards in Mtwara region indicate satisfaction in accessing loans. 

Table 4.24: Correlations Analysis four 










Source: Researcher’s Field Data (2019)
Table 4.25: Analysis of Variance four 




a. Dependent Variable: Poverty Alleviation
b. Predictors: (Constant), Income from Agriculture
Source: Researcher’s Field Data (2019)

















SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
5.1 Overview 
This section includes summary of the key findings, conclusion, recommendations, limitations and areas for further studies. Discussions are explained with an attempt to relate research findings with theory used in this study. Conclusions are the researcher’s opinion depending on the outcome from the data analyzed as per the objectives of the study. Whereas recommendations are the way forward resulting from the conclusions, and are very vital for policy making. Limitations explain the restrictions encountered during the study at the end of this chapter explains the opportunity for future studies in this field.  

5.2 Summary of key Findings
The guiding objectives of this study included assessment of the change in food adequacy before and after the intervention of MSOAPO project; assets ownership status before and after the project; changes in agricultural land productivity and smallholders income status before and after the project implementation in Mtwara district, southern Tanzania. The research used descriptive quantitative design and targeted a total of 90 respondents.

5.2.1 Status of Food Adequacy before and after Project Intervention 
In order to address the first objective, the respondents were requested to state on the sufficiency of food in their households as well as the livestock they own. Livestock ownership was a determinant in food availability for the households due to meat and milk obtained from them. Some of the livestock used as variables for this particular objective included cows, goats and chickens. The respondents were also asked to give their views on the extent to which food adequacy changed before and after project intervention to farmers. 

It was revealed that food sufficiency in the households increased tremendously after the intervention of MSOAPO project. This was explained by majority of the respondents (54.4%) in the project area. This finding is in line with previous studies conducted by Ngatunga et al., (2009); Ngatunga, Dondeyne, and Deckers, (2003); Rossi et al., (2008) who found that donor funded projects have higher impacts on the life of people when local beneficiaries are properly engaged and conform to other proper projects management techniques. Likewise the findings also show that 77 (85.6%) of the respondents in the project implementation areas own 1-5 cows for milk and meat and 13 (14.4%) respondents own about 6-10 cows per household. This findings indicate that majority of the respondents (85.6%) own 1 to 5 cows per household.

5.2.2 Changes in the Assets Ownership before and After Project Intervention 
The researcher used two variables to address this objective: types of houses owned and motorbikes ownership. The house was used as a measure of wealth in the project area as well as basic need. Motorbike was also used to measure wealth in the project area as it was used for transport of agricultural products as well as the source of income. The value varied depending on whether the house is brick built and or roofed iron sheets. The study found that majority of the respondents (63.3 percent) owned houses built by bricks while only 36.7 percent of the respondents owned houses built by use of other materials such as mud or grasses. 

Ownership of the houses roofed either iron sheets or other materials were another important variable used to establish whether there was a change in assets ownership after implementation of the MSOAPO project. They were asked to compare the situation before and after the intervention of MSOAPO project.  The findings also show that 76.7 percent of the respondents in Mtwara region own houses covered with iron sheets as opposed to 23.3 percent of the respondents who reported that they had their houses covered with iron sheets even before MSOAPO. The implications of these findings are that MSOAPO project has benefited most of the project beneficiaries resulting to improved living standard. 

5.2.3 Changes in Productivity per Unit Piece of Land as a Result of Projects Implementation
The findings also shows that 46(51.1%) of the respondents in Mtwara region indicate that they producing 1-5 cases of vegetables per area while 38(42.2%) of the respondents stated that 6-10 cases of vegetables are produced per area and 6(6.7%) respondents declared that they produce more than 11 cases of vegetables per area. Majority of respondents indicate to produce 1-5 cases of vegetables (51%).The findings revealed that 35(38.9%) of the respondents in Mtwara region indicate higher performance in agriculture currently compared to before MSOAPO while 43(47.8%) indicate moderate performance and only 12(13.3%) indicate low agricultural performance. Generally, 78(86.7%) of respondents across the project area in Mtwara region indicate good agricultural performance. 
5.2.4 Changes in Income Status after Projects Implementation 
Results revealed that 77(85.6%) of the respondents in Mtwara region declared that their income has increased significantly after MSOAPO project intervention and 13(14.4%) respondents admitted that MSOAPO project has changed their life but not significantly. Findings also show that 22(24.4%) of the respondents in this category indicate higher level of access to loan for agriculture while 49(54.4%) indicate moderate access and only 19(21.1%) indicate low access to loan. Generally, 71(78.8%) of respondents across wards in Mtwara region indicate satisfaction in accessing loans.

5.3 Conclusion
Donor Funded Development Projects have been playing an important role in training and building capacity of the smallholder farmers in developing countries and Tanzania in particular. The objectives of these projects range from improving technologies and farming skills and support the farmers with agricultural inputs such as seeds, micro loans and other farm implements. These projects are being implemented either by the donors themselves or through agents namely Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs), Civil Societies Organizations (CSOs), Community Based Organizations (CBOs) and many other Community and religious Organizations at the grassroots or national level.  

However, most of these projects have been hindered by several factors, hence failing to fulfill the intended goals. These factors include community participation in project planning and implementation, project ownership, level of technology and capital social organization. In light of this, assessment of the impacts of Donor-Funded Projects in Poverty Alleviation among Smallholder Farmers is an integral part of the improving the economic benefits of these projects in Tanzania.

Receiving an injection of cash with no conditions on how effective it may be spent allows beneficiaries the flexibility of balancing their short and long-term needs in agricultural production in Tanzania. This study has highlighted that smallholder farmers in Mtwara region in Tanzania are no exception to the practice in the country in which they contribute a greater share than previous in caring for the household income. It has been concluded from this study that given the nature of smallholder farmer’s production in Tanzania, the need for studying the assessment of the impacts of Donor-Funded Projects in Poverty Alleviation among Smallholder Farmers in Tanzania should not be overemphasized. 

The study highlighted the fact that due to the opportunities and threats in the over-changing agricultural landscape globally and locally, the need to adopt appropriate land use practices, food security initiatives and financial services for smallholder farmers is imperative. This can only be achieved when the smallholder farmers can deliver high quality products through value addition, integrate all their institutional function, maximize the long term success of their products and contribute to the overall wellbeing of the society. The study further revealed that there were positive changes in food status, income and assets ownership among the project beneficiaries. However there was no change in agricultural land productivity even after project intervention. This implies that efficiency in farming activities is still a challenge with more efforts and inputs producing limited amount of output per unit area. 
The study also identified that the MSOAPO project had increased some work load on women and children. This was revealed by respondents during focal group discussions. Women were involved in managing project farms and livestock, households’ farms and were also undertaking house chores. This situation deprived them time to rest. It was also learnt that children were doing house chores when their parents were participating in projects activities. The respondents said that the situation has eaten into the studying time for their children.

The key informants and extension officers mentioned that the projects have increased the dependency syndrome by the project beneficiaries. The farmers expect to benefit financially by obtaining monetary support from the projects especially during various trainings and meetings. Therefore the mindset of project beneficiaries are not attuned to acquiring knowledge but for obtaining a short term financial benefit to meet some of their  daily basic needs. This has had superfluous effects in the impacts and sustainability of project results. 

5.4 Recommendations
The above presentation from the study gives us the impacts of Donor-Funded Projects in Poverty Alleviation among Smallholder Farmers in Tanzania and their impacts on community livelihood in Tanzania with an emphasis on an effective use of appropriate agricultural projects management techniques tailored to effectively benefit smallholder farmers in Mtwara region. 
 From these findings the following are my recommendations: 
i.	Donor Funded Development Projects should invest more in capacity building through training and organizational strengthening of smallholder farmers’ organizations in order to strengthen their managerial capacities; All of these trainings should be tailored for adult learning and focus on the most issues prioritized by the farmers themselves;
ii.	Smallholder farmers be trained on the soil and water management techniques in order to improve soil fertility hence increase soil production capacity which will limit their habit of extending their farms or shifting to other areas. This will also conserve the environment and reduce soil degradation.
iii.	The projects should do thorough situational analysis, including training need assessment before implementation of the projects. This will help in identifying the correct project and effective design of the same; 
iv.	The small holder farmers be supported with relevant inputs to facilitate their investment hence be able to apply the new technologies. These should include access to affordable capital through micro loans manageable by the smallholder farmers, farming inputs and implements; 
v.	Projects evaluation should be effectively conducted to assess whether or not the beneficiaries have benefitted from the projects in the manner it was intended. This will help to review the project implementation approach and hence meet the planned goals.  

5.5 Limitations of the Study
There are a few encountered limitations to this research though not compromised the validity of the study. Resources limit including time and financials. Due to budget limitation the researcher was forced to plan and spend less time in the research area due to limitation of meeting the logistical requirements for a prolonged period of time. The situation also limited the size of the sample size and research area. 

5.6 Area of Further Research
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1. Questionnaire for smallholder farmers  
1.	Individual smallholder farmer characteristics
1.1	Personal information 
a)	 Age …….. (Years)  i). 18-25 ……. ii) 26 -45 …… iii) 46 and above …….. 
       Sex ……………. (a) Male (b) Female
b)	Marital status ………………….. (Single/Married/Widowed/Divorced)
c)	Education level ………………….. (a) Primary education  (b) Secondary (c) College certificate level  (d) Diploma education     (e) University degree  
d)	 Main Occupation: …………………………………………………………. 

Section II: Extent to which MSOAPO project influences the Socio-Economic Impacts of Beneficiaries in Mtwara region
a)	 Are you aware of MSOAPO projects in your area?: ……………………….. (a) Yes          (b) No   




c)	For those NGOs including MSOAPO, did you participate in the identification of projects to be implemented in your village? ………………….. (a) Yes  (b) No   
i.	If Yes, how? ……………………………………………………………… 
ii.	 If No, why?................................................................................................... 
d)	Did other people apart from you participate in the identification of projects to be implemented in your village? …………………… (a) Yes   (b) No    
i.	If Yes, how?  ……………………………………………………………… 
ii.	If No, why? .................................................................................................. 
e)	 Please indicate how far you have satisfied with the following factors: higher, average, low  (Tick as appropriate): 
Statement 	Higher 	Average 	Low 
Farmers knowledge on MSOAPO  project activities 			
Farmers participation in implementation of MSOAPO projects activities			
Farmers participation in follow up, monitoring and evaluation of MSOAPO  projects activities 			
Meetings between farmers and project staffs 			
Farmers benefit from MSOAPO interventions by obtaining services and products 			
Farmers level of ownership of projects implemented by MSOAPO and the resources 			
Perceived Sustainability of projects activities after phase out of project			

 f. How have MSOAPO projects contributed to socio- economic welfare in your household? …………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
g. mention positive results of MSOAPO Projects on your household? …………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
h. mention  the negative results from MSOAPO Projects on your household? (if any) ……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
i. mention some of the constraints that affect the implementation of MSOAPO projects in your village? 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
j. Give your opinion on the status of the following elements to your households before and after implementation of MSOAPO projects in your village:  (State if High or Average, Low or no change): 








k. Indicate changes you have noticed as a result of MSOAPO project interventions in your village on the following:  
Item 	Before project intervention	After project intervention
My Income per annum (T.sh)   		
I owned Brick built house 	Yes or no (tick one)	Yes or no (tick one)
I owned iron roofed house	Yes or no (tick one)	Yes or no (tick one)
I owned motorcycle 	Yes or no (tick one)	Yes or no (tick one)
Number of cows possessed   		
Number of goats possessed   Number of chicken possessed 		
Other possessions (please specify if any)		
Meals per day for household 	1 or 2 or 3 or more 	1 or 2 or 3 or more 
Productivity for crops 
Maize per acre		
Groundnuts per acre		
Vegetables (mention types) per unit land plot		
Pigeon pea per acre 		
Paddy per acre		
 




l. please mention challenges or  problems you have faced with projects and what are your comments in order to solve the problems? 
Problems faced: a) …………………………… b) …………………………………… c) ……………………………………………… 





2 Checklist for key informants
a) Age ……….. (Years)
b) Sex ………….. Male (   )     female (   )
c) Education level ……………… (a) Primary education (b) Secondary (c) College (d) University degree 
d) Position in the project …………………………..
e) Department ………………….
f) How long have your worked with MSOAPO in implementing donor funded development projects? (Please tick as appropriate)  (a) Less than 1 years ( )   (b) 2 to 4 years (     )  (c) 5 to 6 years (      (d) 6 years and above (    )















i)	In your own judgment what is your opinion regarding the following project impact factors before and after implementation of the projects. You may rank them using high, average or low 
 Impact factor 	Before MSOAPO  project	After MSOAPO project	Remarks
Income status (from agriculture)			
Land size ownership			
Food adequacy			




j) Assessment as to how technical factors provided by MSOAPO project influence poverty alleviation among beneficiaries in Mtwara region. 
Please indicate whether you strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree or strongly disagree that the following technical factors positively influence poverty alleviation among smallholder farmers. Rank them by putting a tick as appropriate: 
Factors	Strongly Agree	Agree	Neutral	Disagree	Strongly Disagree
There is sufficient financial sources for your project 					
There is transparency in project budgeting and expenditure					
Adequacy of technical knowledge and skills among project technical staffs					
Project staff and managers receive sufficient training on project management e.g. planning, monitoring and evaluation					
Beneficiaries participate in project identification, implementation, follow up, monitoring and evaluation					
Stakeholders participate in project planning, implementation, monitoring and evaluation					
Government officials participate in project planning, implementation, monitoring and evaluation					
Project ownership by smallholder farmers ensured					
Meeting with project implementers/staff					
Meeting with smallholder farmers who benefit from project 					
Sharing project reports including narrative, financial and plans					
Government well informed on project activities and resources.					















^1	  www.globalharvestinitiative.org 
^2	  1 sack of maize equivalent to 100 kilograms 
^3	  1 sack of groundnuts equivalent to 120 kilograms
^4	  1 sack pigeon pea is equivalent to 100 kg
^5	  1 sack rice equivalent to 80kg
